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This study sought to find if recognition of a
school as a School of Excellence resulted in sustained
improvement of that school. No study had ever been made to
see if a School of Excellence really sustained its
improvement status after the award had been made. Review of
the literature indicated the need for such study.
The subjects of this study were all the Georgia
schools that were named Schools of Excellence in 1995. Only
Glenville Elementary School was dropped from this research
due to lack of data. Data for the study were collected from
Georgia School Report Cards and Council for School Perform¬
ance.
The in^rovement variables identified for this study
were academic achievement, student attendance, teacher
professional development, parental participation and
community participation. Research questions and hypotheses
were developed to test the relationship between achievements
in the year of School of Excellence award and the three
subsequent years. These aforementioned variables were
examined in the light of the moderating variables of school
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type, location and socioeconomic status. The hypotheses were
stated in null form. Data were primarily analyzed by means of
ANOVA. The findings revealed that the schools maintained
their performance status but did not make significant
improvements beyond the level that made them eligible to
receive the award.
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Good public schools are vital to a country's
economic power. A country whose majority of the student
population is underachieving cannot provide the manpower that
is needed for its survival both at home and in the inter¬
national market (Miron 1995).
Many educational reforms have been geared towards
improving the nation's public schools. The effective schools
movement that began in the late 1970s was one such reform
effort. Block (1995) noted that this school reform movement
resulted in the identification of the effective schools
characteristics known as the Effective Schools Correlates.
In the 1980s, the underachievement problems of
many of the nation's public schools stimulated demands for
excellence in the schools. The Blue Ribbon School Progreim,
which began in 1982, was introduced as a national school
improvement strategy. The Georgia School of Excellence
program, which is the concern for this study, emanated from
the national Blue Ribbon School program and shares all its




The School of Excellence program is based on
effective schooling studies (Georgia School of Excellence
Handbook ibid). The literature on effective schooling
emphasized the influence of certain student, teacher and
school variables on student achievement. The variables
identified included student factors like student attendance
(Lamdin 1996, Smith 1995) socioeconomic factors (Yeo 1997)
and parental/ community participation (Schefelbine 1997,
Brown 1995). The teacher factors such as professional
development were also listed by some authors (Farkas 1996,
Abdal-Hagg 1996). There were also factors that had to do with
school location (Harris 1997) and school type (Rutherford
1995).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine if
recognition of a school as a School of Excellence resulted in
sustained improvement of that school. The School of Excell¬
ence program is a major school reform project. The Georgia
State Superintendent of Education declared that the School of
Excellence award was the greatest recognition that a school
could receive (Schrenko 1997). Although the School of Excell¬
ence program proposes to improve schools through its re¬
cognition awards, there is no provision made to see if a
School of Excellence indeed sustains its reform or continues
to improve after the school has achieved the excellence
status. Nonetheless, once awarded, the school retains its
recognition indefinitely.
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Background of the Problem
The underachievement problem of the nation's
public schools has always caused national concern. This has
resulted in a variety of educational reform programs and
strategies. Among these was the effective schools movement
that started in the 1970s. At that time, statistical data
indicated that schools serving low SES students were
underachieving (NAEP 1971-74). This caused the architects of
the effective schools: Weber, Edmonds, Lezotte, Rutter,
Brookover and Stark to start conducting studies in order to
determine the characteristics of the few high-achieving low
SES schools which set them apart from the underachieving low
SES schools (Block 1995). They did this by identifying
schools that were similar in demographics, except for their
achievement levels. They sought to find the characteristics
that the achieving schools had which were missing in the
underachieving schools. These scholars gradually arrived at
the characteristics that were common among the high achieving
low SES schools. These characteristics later became known as
the Effective Schools Correlates. The effective schools
correlates are as follows: a safe and orderly environment, a
clear school mission, instructional leadership, a climate of
high expectation, high time on task, frequent monitoring of
student progress and positive home-school relations (Lezotte
1992).
Notwithstanding the promises of the effective
schools research, in 1981, the concern for the academic
underachievement problem of the students in this country
resulted in the establishment of the Commission on Excellence
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in Education. This commission was entrusted with the task of
examining the conditions of education in the United States.
In 1983, the Commission on Excellence in Education
published "A Nation at Risk...", a report which sounded the
alarm about the mediocrity of the nation's public schools,
and recommended some changes for improving the dismal con¬
dition. The political responses to this report were some
educational reform measures and legislation that were in¬
troduced at all levels of government in the early 1980s
(Levine 1995). This reform movement termed the "excellence
movement" was a top-down reform effort that excluded the
local districts and schools in decision-making (Erickson
1979). Erickson posited that the reform issues were handed
down to the schools from the state policy makers and re¬
searchers who were not well-acquainted with the students.
Brandt (1989) was of the opinion that the
"excellence movement" was just a mere repetition of the
ineffective reform efforts of the earlier years and did not
improve student achievement. This was evidenced in the
student performance as was reflected by the data that
stretched into this reform period. The average achievement
scores on Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) manifested incessant
decline from 1963 to 1988. In the same years, the average
verbal scores plummeted over 40 points and mathematics
scores also dropped by 20 points (Digest of Education
Statistics 1989). In 1988, American students ranked last in
Mathematics and second to the last in Geography in the
international competition (Digest of Education Statistics
ibid, the Conditions of Education 1989).
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The reform efforts continued into the nineties. A
major subsequent reform effort at the federal level was Goals
2000. In 1991, President Bush and state governors proposed to
advance American students to the forefront in the inter¬
national arena with the package by the year 2000. Goals 2000
was to support the state and local school reform efforts in
improving student achievement.
Reform efforts have also included charter schools.
These schools were granted relief from government regulations
and other interferences on the condition that they increase
student achievement (Bracey 1996). However, Bracey in his
sixth report on the condition of public education en^hasized
that it was unclear if charter schools had made impacts or
not, since no state had yet "any thoughtful and well-informed
plan" for evaluating its charter schools (Bracey ibid.).
Reinforcing this issue of the ineffectiveness of reform
efforts, the Education Commission of the States, in a meeting
held in 1996, espoused that reform efforts were not effective
in increasing the academic achievements of the low SES
students and therefore needed to be evaluated.
By adopting the National Education Goals in 1991,
the State of Georgia assumed the responsibility for develop¬
ing the content and performance standards of the schools in
Georgia. This responsibility supplemented the Quality Basic
Education (QBE) Act of 1985 (Education Improvement in Georgia
1995). Paramount goals for QBE include reducing student
dropout rate and increasing student achievement. QBE was
revised in 1998 to en^hasize the core subjects and their
evaluations.
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In addition to the School of Excellence program,
there are other minor school reform programs in Georgia: the
School for the Future, and Pay for Performance programs
(Georgia Public Policy 1998). The purpose of the School for
the Future program is to encourage the schools and their
districts to introduce innovative programs that vrauld enhance
student achievement in their schools. The Pay for Per¬
formance program gives a bonus of two thousand dollars
($2,000) to every teacher of a school that improves by 20% in
the outcomes of student achievement, teacher turnover,
student and teacher attendance.
In 1995, Georgia school innovative projects were
extended to the intervention program of school readiness.
This program ensures free preschool education to Georgia
children in order to prepare them for formal school work in
later years (A Blueprint for Progress 1997).
Georgia has still not reached its goals in
educational improvement. The state shows a very insignificant
improvement in reading since 1994 (Atlanta Journal/Consti¬
tution 1999). The Georgia Superintendent for Education in
her emphasis for the need for improvement, expressed that it
was necessary that all educational programs be evaluated.
The purpose of the School of Excellence program is
to increase student achievement through recognition of some
outstanding public and private schools, providing a self-
evaluation model for the schools, and promoting effective
schooling information sharing within each school and among
the schools (School of Excellence Handbook 1998). Before a
school is recognized as a School of Excellence, the school
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must demonstrate improvements in academic achievement for
three consecutive years. Among the achievement indicators
emphasized by the School of Excellence program and literature
on effective schooling are academic achievement, student
attendance, teacher professional development, and parental/
community participation.
The selection for the School of Excellence award is
made by a committee of principals, curriculum directors,
teachers and superintendents. Each year, selections are made
from schools that apply. From each of the eleven Georgia
congressional districts, one elementary school, one middle
school, and one high school are selected. From the schools
that are selected, one school is selected for the National
Blue Ribbon School, which is a model of the School of
Excellence at the federal level. Both programs share the same
eligibility criteria. The School of Excellence program does
not make provisions for the evaluation of the academic
progress of the schools designated as Schools of Excellence.
Statement of the Problem
The need for accountability through program
evaluation is emphasized in Georgia (Schrenko 1997). The
School of Excellence program is one of the school reform
projects that has not been accounted for. Some schools that
were named Schools of Excellence are currently underachieving
(Georgia School Report Cards 1998). A typical example of
such schools is one elementary school in Dekalb County, which
was named a School of Excellence in 1996, and two years
later, plummeted to the lowest quartile in academic achieve-
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ment. The problem to be investigated by this study is whether
the recognition of a school as a School of Excellence results
in the school's sustained improvement in the areas of aca¬
demic achievement, student attendance, teacher professional
development and parental/community participation.
Significance of the Study
Generally, no other research study has been
conducted on the effectiveness of the School of Excellence
program in sustaining the academic achievement level of the
recipient schools. The Education Commission of the States in
its 1996 report indicated the need to evaluate and improve
government reform programs. The result of this study would,
therefore, provide information to the policy makers, educators
and the School of Excellence team on the effectiveness of the
School of Excellence program as a school reform initiative.
It would indicate whether the recipient schools sustained
their improvement status and whether they continued to
in^rove. Adjustments, if necessary, would then be made in
order to make the program more effective.
Research Questions
1. Is there a significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1995-96 school year?
2. Is there a significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1995-96 school year based on school type, school
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location, and socioeconomic status?
3. Is there a significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1995-96 school year?
4. Is there a significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1995-96 school year based on school type, school loca¬
tion, and socioeconomic status?
5. Is there a significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and the 1995-96 school year?
6. Is there a significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and the 1995-96 school year based on school type,
school location, and socioeconomic status?
7. Is there a significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1995-96 school year?
8. Is there a significant difference in parental part¬
icipation between the School of Excellence award year and the
1995-96 school year based on school type, school location and
socioeconomic status?
9. Is there a significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1995-96 school year?
10. Is there a significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1995-96 school year based on school type, school loca¬
tion, and socioeconomic status?
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11. Is there a significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1996-97 school year?
12. Is there a significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1996-97 school year based on school type, school loca¬
tion, and socioeconomic status?
13. Is there a significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1996-97 school year?
14. Is there a significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1996-97 school year based on school type, school
location, and socioeconomic status?
15. Is there a significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and the 1996-97 school year?
16. Is there a significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and the 1996-97 school year based on school type,
school location, and socioeconomic status?
17. Is there a significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1996-97 school year?
18. Is there a significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1996-97 school year based on school type, school location
and socioeconomic status?
19. Is there a significant difference in community
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participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1996-97 school year?
20. Is there a significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1996-97 school year based on school type, school location
and socioeconomic status?
21. Is there a significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1997-98 school year?
22. Is there a significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1997-98 school year based on school type, school location
and socioeconomic status?
23. Is there a significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1997-98 school year?
24. Is there a significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1997-98 school year based on school type, school loca¬
tion, and socioeconomic status?
25. Is there a significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and the 1997-98 school year?
26. Is there a significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and the 1997-98 school year based on school type,
school location and socioeconomic status?
27. Is there a significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
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the 1997-98 school year?
28. Is there a significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1997-98 school year based on school type, school loca¬
tion, and socioeconomic status?
29. Is there a significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1997-98 school year?
30. Is there a significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1997-98 school year based on school type, school loca¬
tion, and socioeconomic status?
Summary
This section has introduced the concern of this
study, the effects of some student/teacher/parental and
community factors on sustained academic achievement of the
Schools of Excellence. The problem that necessitates the
study is that most Schools of Excellence do not sustain their
academic achievement. The information from this research will
be useful for future school improvement policies.
CHAPTER II
THE REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
This chapter presents the historical evolution of
school reform in the Unitpd States and discusses the
literature on the effective schooling indicators. Since the
program to be excimined in this study emanated from the
"excellence movement" and is.based on effective schooling,
the historical discussions of the two major school reform
movements will be examined.
The first perspective will discuss school reform
from the point of view of the effective schools movement that
started in the early 1970s. The discussion will highlight the
ia^ortant historical landmarks that were made by researchers
as the effective schools correlates evolved. Early effective
school studies will also be discussed in relation to current
ones.
The second perspective of the school restructuring
evolution will be discussed from the point of view of the
excellence movement that started in the early 1980s and
culminated with "A Nation at Risk..." Various school reform
endeavors that were made at the federal, state and local
levels will be discussed. The federal and state government
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reform efforts will be linked to the School of Excellence
program.
The next discussion will focus on student
attendance, parental/community participation, socioeconomic
status, school type, and school location. Since the essence
of school reform is to improve student achievement, each of
the aforementioned topics will be discussed in relation to
academic achievement.
The Effective Schools Movement
This first discussion of the school restructuring
efforts is from the perspective of the effective schools
research studies. The effective schools movement is a school
reform program that began in the early 1970s. The movement
is based on the research findings that are related to the
practices and characteristics of the effective schools (Block
1995).
According to the statistical data of the early
1970s by the National Assessment of Education Progress, the
schools that served the low SES students in this country
lagged behind the other schools at this time. This under¬
achievement problem of the low SES schools prompted many
research studies by groups of scholars who sought to identify
what caused the difference in the achievement levels of the
schools. Notable among these scholars were Weber, Edmonds,
Lezotte, Rutter, Brookover, and Stark. The earliest of these
studies was conducted by Weber and his team in 1971. By
studying some high achieving low SES schools, they identified
some characteristics that made the schools excel (Clark,
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Lotto & Astuto 1985). The characteristics Weber and his team
identified were as follows: strong administrative leadership,
high expectations for student achievement, positive school
atmosphere, strong emphasis on reading, additional reading
personnel, use of phonics, individualization of instruction,
and regular evaluation of student progress. With this study,
Weber introduced the case study methodology in the school
improvement studies.
Other case studies soon followed Weber's. Signifi¬
cant among these case studies was the one conducted by
Brookover and Lezotte in 1971. These scholars concurred with
Weber in their findings, except that they added that "clear
goals" existed in the high achieving schools (Good & Brophy
1986).
By 1974, the effective schools studies had advanced
to outlier case studies. These involved a study of the
schools that were similar, except in the aspect of their
achievement levels, and a comparison of the schools to
determine what made the achievement difference among them.
Notable outlier studies carried out at this time were those
conducted by Lezotte, Edmonds and Retner in 1974, and the New
York State Department of Education in 1978. These outlier
studies found that the effective schools "had better control
of their students" (Boyan 1988).
Some other significant effective schools studies
that followed were those done by the Maryland State Depart¬
ment of Education in 1976, and Rutter et al. in 1979. All
these studies agreed with the former ones in their findings
that the effective schools had high expectations and better
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control of their students (Boyan Ibid).
In 1979, Edmonds employed outlier case studies to
study some schools in Michigan and New York. He arrived at
the following positive correlates which, although worded
differently, were similar to the former ones: a safe and
orderly environment, a clear and focused school mission,
instructional leadership, climate of high expectation, high
time on task, and frequent monitoring of student progress
(Boyan Ibid).
In 1980, (Boyan ibid) Phi Delta Kappa-sponsored
studies arrived at the following characteristics of the
effective schools: clearly-stated goals and objectives,
reductions in adult/child ratios, structured learning
environments, and high levels of parental involvement. It is
noteworthy that parental involvement was added for the first
time.
In 1982, the Connecticut School Effectiveness
Project (Boyan ibid, 42) summarized the characteristics of
the effective schools in general as
an orderly environment, a clear school
mission, instructional leadership, a climate
of high expectation, high time on task, frequent
monitoring of student progress and positive
home-school relations.
The effective schools researchers were criticized
for concentrating research on elementary schools. A school of
thought wondered if the effective schools studies could be
applied to middle and high schools (Stedman 1988). Lezotte
has since responded to that criticism by including the school
improvement process in his book, A Guide to School improve¬
ment Process based on the Effective School Research (1990).
17
He has also recognized the inevitable influence of the school
district in his later book. Sustainable School Reform: The
District Context for School Improvement (1992). There were
also some criticisms based on methodology. For example, Good
and Brophy (1986) espoused that some schools identified as
effective in one subject were not effective in another
subject. Also, some schools identified as being effective in
one year were not effective in subsequent years.
Good and Brophy (ibid) also argued that most of the
effective schools studies were done in low SES schools. They
were of the opinion that the findings might not be applicable
to other kinds of schools.
However, current studies on unusually effective
schools were not limited to low SES schools. Typical exan^les
of these schools are discussed below. For instance, Bearden
(1995,3) compared 1,860 teachers of some effective schools
and 1,629 teachers of the ineffective ones and came up with
the following characteristics which were missing in the
ineffective schools:
principal's willingness to hold teachers
accountable
staff's high expectations for students
emphasis on student responsibilities
a cohesive staff
quality teachers and instructions
preventive control of the environment
a sense of community
The first, third, fourth and seventh of the above
characteristics were missing in the Effective Schools
correlates presented by the earlier scholars. The author has
also omitted some characteristics that existed in the
original correlates. These are clear school mission, frequent
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monitoring of students' progress, and positive home-school
relationship.
Carter in the same year came up with her own list
of effective schools characteristics after doing an inventory
of 124 teachers. Her list was as follows: supportive
collegial interaction, cooperative facilitation of goal
attainment in learning-sharing, morally-oriented leader¬
ship, and instructional strategy sharing by teachers.
Carter's list was different from the effective
schools correlates. It resembled Bearden's list in terms of
collegial interaction and information-sharing by the staff of
the effective schools.
All the effective schools correlates relate to
school climate, which is a very important aspect of school
in5)rovement. Current studies have broadened the notion of
school climate to include atmosphere, ecology, ethos,
environment, culture, millieu, setting, context and more
(Denham 1996). Denham found that most effective schools are
able to combine caring environments with zero tolerance for
behavior problems.
Levine (1995) was of the opinion that school
climate could not be improved in isolation. He was of the
opinion that school reform should not only target the school
environment and curriculum, but should also focus on the
child's family and the community with which the child inter¬
acts when he leaves the school building.
Carter (1995) found that the effective schools
encouraged information sharing among their staff. Caldwell
(1996) posited that effective school principals were aware of
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their staff's need for professional development.
Ottinger (1998) found that the effective schools
emphasized parent participation. He also found a positive
correlation between parent participation and student achieve¬
ment.
Bearden (1995) found that teacher accountability
was effective in creating high expectation for students. Some
effective school principals were able to create high
expectation for their students by holding their teachers
accountable for their students' performances.
The staff of effective schools seemed curious
about their students' progress (Schmoker 1996). Schmoker
studied a school improvement method that used Demmings'
systematic improvement principles. He found that short-term
monitoring system of student progress increased the academic
achievement of the whole school.
Caldwell (1996) sought to find the factors that
were responsible for the academic improvement of one middle
school. He found that the school improvement plan included
short-term monitoring of each program. This frequent monitor¬
ing of student progress was instrumental to the improved
student achievement of this school.
The Excellence Movement
This second discussion of school reform is from the
standpoint of the government intervention programs that were
initiated in order to remedy the anomaly of public schools.
The current educational reform that led to the initiation of
innovations like the School of Excellence program is traced
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back to the "excellence movement" of the 1980s. This reform
movement was precipitated by the underachieving problem of
the country's public schools. The reaction to this problem
was the report that was captioned "A Nation at Risk..."
(William 1988). This report was ordered by President Reagan
in 1983 and was conducted by the National Commission on
Excellence, led by the then United States Secretary of
Education, Terrel Bell. The report, emphasizing the
mediocrity of the American public schools, called for the
need to de-emphasize humanism and the development of the
whole child in the public schools. Recommendations made for
the public schools included standardized tests, high time on
task, emphasis on Language Arts, Math, Social Studies and
Science, more homework, more rigorous grading policy, higher
level of behavior control in the schools (Public Hearing on
Excellence in Education 1982).
The report met with some criticism. It was
criticized for not involving the direct stakeholders of the
school systems: the teachers, administrators, students and
parents. It was also criticized for not causing any academic
improvement on the students (William 1988).
However, the report influenced educational
policies. For instance, the National Assessment of Education
Progress was ordered to initiate a comparison of test scores
in order to enhance accountability measures of the various
schools. The test scores of students in the United States
also had to be compared with those of their counterparts in
other countries (William ibid).
A number of other reports also emerged from "A
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Nation at Risk...." There were reports by the College Board
in 1983, Education Commission of the States in 1983, (Levine
1995) the Holmes Group and the Carnegie Task Force on
Teaching as a Profession in 1986, the National Governors'
Association in 1986 (Levine ibid). All these reports re¬
echoed the mediocrity of the American public schools: low
academic standards, low student expectation, inadequate
leadership, dysfunctional organizational structure, con¬
ditions of education that were inconsistent with professional
work, absence of accountability arrangements (William 1988).
The reform efforts emphasized textbook refinements, account¬
ability measures and external curriculum mandates. The
schools themselves were excluded in the reform efforts
(Erickson 1979).
Another change that accompanied "A Nation at
Risk..." was the federal government reduction of aid to
public schools for programs for the disadvantaged children.
While the federal government took some steps back from being
involved in the public schools, the states assumed more
initiatives in the public school programs (Erickson ibid).
This was when the School of Excellence program began. The
School of Excellence program is derived from the national
Blue Ribbon School program. It is a school improvement
project introduced by the states to reward outstanding public
and private schools that have met certain requirements set by
their respective states (The Georgia School of Excellence
Handbook 1998).
By 1986, restructuring efforts had shifted to site-
based management and teacher empowerment. The restructuring
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advocates agitated for a bottom-top approach reform that
would ensure teacher empowerment and school-based management,
and involve all the stakeholders (William 1988).
President Clinton signed Goals 2000 in 1993. This
was designed to improve teaching and learning by providing a
national framework for educational reform. The Educate
America Act was a national blueprint that encouraged the
schools to build partnerships, improve curricula, involve the
community, and enhance home-school relationships (A Bright
New Era in Education 1994)
In the State of Georgia, current reform efforts
emphasize accountability as a way of ensuring increased
academic achievement (A Blueprint for Progress 1997). The
accountability measures include the Georgia school report
cards which were introduced in 1996 for the purpose of
providing feedback to the individual schools and school
systems concerning their progress. The Georgia school report
cards also provide academic and demographic information of
the various schools to the public.
Accountability measures also demand that in order
to receive grants for school improvement, a school must
formulate improvement plans that include achievable academic
goals. The school must also provide the measuring criteria
for each goal (A Blue Print for Progress 1997).
Accountability measures are manifested in emphasis
on testing, which accompanies the revised curriculum.
Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT) have replaced
Curriculum-Based Assessments (CBA). The state has set a goal
of a composite score of 1,000 on the Scholastic Assessment
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Test (SAT) for Georgia high School seniors by the year 2001
(Revised Georgia QCC 1998).
Deregulation and site-based management are also
emphasized. These entail enabling the local educators and
policy makers maximum flexibility in achieving their goals (A
Blue Print for Progress 1997). School reform also extends to
the establishment of the School Improvement Team. The team is
always available to assist local schools and school systems
to improve their academic achievement.
There is also the Charter Legislation Act, which
frees charter schools from state regulations in return for
rigorous performance contracts. The School Readiness Program
ensures free education for pre-kindergartners; the HOPE
scholarship program provides free post-secondary education to
students who meet the "B" average academic criteria. (A
Blueprint for Progress 1997).
Apart from the School of Excellence program, there
are other minor school recognition programs, such as the Pay
for Performance program, which rewards every teacher in a
school for 20% improvement in some predetermined outcomes
that include student achievement. There is also the Next
Generation School Project. This, too, is a partnership
program for excellence in education (A Blueprint for Progress
ibid). The next section will review literature on how some
variables affect student achievement. These variables are
student attendance, teacher professional development, parent¬
al/community participation, school type, school location and
socioeconomic status.
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Studies that Relate Student Achievement to Student
Attendance. Teacher Professional Development.
Parental/Community Participation. School Type. School
Location and Socioeconomic Status
Most research studies emphasized that student
attendance improved student achievement (Lamdin 1996, McPart-
land 1996, Smith 1995). Snell (1998) found that students who
had at least 95% attendance, were more likely to attain
either A or B grade.
Armstrong (1999) in his doctoral dissertation,
analyzed the factors that contributed to the academic
achievement of some schools in California. He found that
student attendance improved when courses were made relevant
to the students. Academic improvement followed when attend¬
ance improved.
Cooper (1998) analyzed the socio-cultural and
within-school factors that had the most impact on school-wide
programs. He posited that parental involvement and student
attendance were key boosters of academic achievement.
Potter (1998) found that a rural middle school
emphasized student attendance in its restructuring program.
This helped to raise the academic achievement of that school.
In order to boost its student achievement, a rural
middle school initiated an improvement plan that emphasized
student attendance, parental involvement and community
involvement. Findings indicated that these factors helped to
raise student achievement (Rothernberg 1995).
However, Borland (1998) held a different opinion.
He posited that most researchers who attributed student
achievement to increased attendance did not accurately
control the other moderating variables.
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Studies documented school-family-community links
that helped to improve student achievement (Rutherford 1995,
Brown 1995, Shefelbine 1997, Schopen 1997, Harris 1997,
Huntsinger 1998, Cooper 1998). Cooper found that the most
positive factor in a school-wide school restructuring program
was its emphasis of parental and community involvement.
Shefelbine (1997) found that the most effective
aspect of school-family-community link was that of bridging
the gap between school and family values.
Effective parental involvement programs boosted a
school's academic achievement. Epstein (1995) noted that when
parents were involved in their children's education, the
children tended to work much harder. He posited that
effective schools involved parents by teaching them parental
skills, encouraging them to be volunteers and involving them
in school governance. Rutherford et al (1995) observed that a
school system fostered its parental involvement by increasing
its personnel in order to provide one on one communication
between its families and teachers.
Schools also have the responsibility of providing
community connections. Rutherford et al. (1955) reiterated
this in his recommendation for effective community
involvement. He noted that a successful school improvement
program made community involvement a priority by emphasizing
the following steps: involving the families in curriculum
decisions, providing parents with strategies to support the
academic success of their children, encouraging direct
contact with the students, providing professional development
courses for their staff, adapting to the weaknesses and
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tapping the strengths of the community.
Cahil (1992) found that effective parent-community
partnership programs took the form of provision of services
to meet youth needs, schools and community as educational
partners, schools and community as partners in youth
development and schools and community collaborations for
community and economic development.
Rutherford (1995) noted that community involvement
programs had to be well-planned in order to be effective. He
recorded the following effective community programs: adult
education programs for parents, considering family
backgrounds in curriculum decisions, home visits by school
personnel, involvement of community members in classrooms,
summer enrichment programs for students and the community,
use of school building in community activities and
collaborative programs with higher institutions.
Ottinger (1998) was of the opinion that urban
schools had problems that impeded their academic achievement.
He found that the most commonly cited problems facing the
urban schools were lack of parental involvement, violence,
and overcrowding.
Parkay (1997) found that some urban teachers felt
that they did not receive adequate training to handle urban
student problems. Increasing teacher detachment was also
found to retard student achievement in urban schools (Steck
1998). He found that teachers seemed hopeless of their
students and as a result did not have high expectations for
them. This, he claimed, also led to the teachers' un¬
professional attitude toward the students and their parents.
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Yeo (1997) blamed the problems of the urban schools
on the American elites. He investigated the extent to which
the indirect practices of racism and isolation of the poor in
this country had affected the nation's urban schools. He
claimed that the problems of the urban schools were to a
great extent compounded by the social, political and economic
trends of the country, and that the afore-mentioned
conditions encouraged the isolation of the urban schools in
their own neighborhoods. He was of the opinion that school
reforms tended to ignore the needs of the urban child as
curricula suggestions were made.
Motte (1995) came up with a different strategy for
analyzing the problems of the urban learners. He approached
his study by analyzing the characteristics of the individual
student, the school, the family of the student and the
student's neighborhood. This strategy made it possible for
him to arrive at a more holistic result. He found that the
problems of the urban schools were compounded by the fact
that most school administrators of the non-functional urban
schools emulated the academic administrative patterns of the
schools in the middle class population and business
communities, rather than adapting to the needs of their own
students. As a result, most courses designed for these
students were irrelevant and boring to them, and the
instructional programs and teaching methods implemented by
their teachers were not effective. Motte concluded that this
being the case, the assessment procedures of these students
might as well be inaccurate and unmotivating.
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There is a paucity of information on rural school
education. However, most of the available studies on rural
schools indicated that students in rural areas had better
opportunity to achieve than those in the urban areas (Sun et
al. 1994, National Center for Education Statistics 1996,
Herzog 1996). Tomlinson (1992) compared some urban schools
and rural schools and found that there were fewer discipline
problems in rural schools. The teachers in these rural
schools also seemed more prepared for school work.
Miller (1995) was of the opinion that rural school
communities were more active in schools than the urban
communities. He posited that although the rural communities
did not have much enrichment to offer to the schools, the
rural schools seemed to reach out more to the communities
than the urban schools. These schools served as cultural
centers in the community. Epstein (1995) noted that most
rural schools were resources for lifelong learning and
channels for delivering a wide range of services.
In contrast, a researcher (Bikel 1995) was of the
opinion that parental involvement seemed minimal in rural
schools. This researcher based his argument on the fact that
rural schools faced the problems of isolation, poverty and
lack of job opportunities. He claimed that these schools were
denied the resources that urban schools had, and also, that
the poverty of many rural communities limited the parents'
ability to provide their children with their needed re¬
sources. Moreover, the rural students tended to see education
irrelevant to their needs due to rural unemployment.
A few studies analyzed the issue of student
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achievement based on school type. One such study found that
innovative and compensatory school programs worked better at
the elementary school level than at the middle and high
school levels (National Center for Education Statistics
1998).
Moreover, the programs that proved to improve
student achievement at the elementary level did not sustain
the academic achievement of those students when they
proceeded to the middle grade and high school levels. A
school of thought (Rutherford 1995) was of the opinion that
negative influences from peers and society were responsible
for the lower student achievement of middle grade students.
There were other indications that pointed to the
fact that middle school students tended to be more at-risk
than other school types. For instance, Borgen et al. (1995)
observed that the academic achievement problems of middle
school students resulted when their emotional problems were
not arrested.
Met (1996) listed the development changes that
affected middle school students as physical, social,
emotional and cognition problems. Rothernberg (1995) found
that the academic underachievement problems of middle school
students stemmed from their lack of confidence.
A study supported the fact that teacher
professional development increased student achievement (Block
1996). Abdal-Hagq (1996) found that teacher involvement in
staff development programs had in most cases improved teacher
confidence. This, in turn, improved student achievement. In
support of teacher professional development, a report by the
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National Education Commission on Time and Learning (1998)
indicated that the duties of the teachers were becoming more
complex and therefore demanded systematic professional
development.
Some studies also found that teacher professional
development took a long time to improve student achievement.
Block (1996) examined the effects of some staff development
programs on student achievement. His findings showed that the
staff development programs did not have immediate academic
inprovement on their students.
Miller (1995) sought to determine the effect of
professional development courses on some fourth graders. His
findings showed that the professional development of these
teachers did not improve their student achievement.
Research studies supported the fact that socio¬
economic status affected student achievement (Schmoker 1996,
Caldwell 1996). Schmoker (ibid) was of the opinion that the
academic achievement problems of students from low SES
families stemmed from school climate. He claimed that these
schools wasted time in dealing with the non-academic problems
that accon^anied the students to school.
Caldwell (1996) concurring with the aforementioned
researcher, noted that low SES students tended to carry to
school social problems that impeded on their academic
performances. He listed the most commonly cited problems of
the schools with predominantly low SES students as lack of
motivation, lack of discipline, violence, absenteeism and
school drop out. Standardized test achievement data in
Georgia supported the fact that low SES students under-
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achieved (Georgia School Report Cards 1996-98).
However, a researcher contradicted this fact (Steck
1998). The aforementioned researcher was of the opinion that
any child could learn when learning activity was made
relevant to the child.
Summary
The effective schools movement was a reaction to
the underachievement problem of the low SES students. The
movement produced the seven correlates of safe and orderly
environment, clear school mission, high expectation for
students, high time on task, instructional leadership,
frequent monitoring of students' progress and positive home-
school relations. Current studies have added the following to
the correlates: flexible school organization, a sense of
community, collegial interaction, leader's high degree of
communication and visibility, parental involvement, emphasis
on student attendance, teacher professional development and
morally-oriented leadership. Most studies were of the opinion
that there was a positive correlation between student
academic achievement and student attendance, teacher
professional development, parental/ community participation,
school type, school location and socioeconomic status.
School reform was also discussed from the per¬
spective of the "excellence movement" that culminated in the
report that was captioned "A Nation at Risk...." This report
and other reports that accompanied it pointed to the in¬
adequacy of the public schools. All these led to the numerous
reform efforts. The major reform projects that resulted from
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the excellence movement included the national and state
School of Excellence programs. In the State of Georgia,




This chapter explains the theoretical premise of
this study. It also discusses the conceptual framevrark,
operationally defines the variables, and sets the thirty null
hypotheses to be tested. The limitations of this study are
also discussed in this chapter.
The concern for this study is to determine if the
recognition of a school as a School of Excellence sustains
the school's improvement status in terms of academic
achievement, student attendance, teacher professional
development, parental participation and community participa¬
tion . The sustained improvement of the Schools of Excellence
with respect to the aforementioned variables will be examined
additionally in terms of the moderating effects of school
type, school location and socioeconomic status.
The independent variable for this study is the
School of Excellence designation for the 1994/95 school year.
The dependent variable is the sustained school improvement
measured in terms of academic achievement, student
attendance, teacher professional development, parental
participation and community participation from 1995-96 to




The first set of data will be collected for 1994-1995 school
year, the second for 1995-1996 school year, the third for
1996-1997 school year, and the fourth for 1997-98 school
year.
Definition of the VariablesA.Independent Variable; School of Excellence
Designation: An award initiated by the Georgia Department of
Education to recognize sustained school improvement.B.Dependent Variables:
1. Sustained Improvement: Continued satisfactory
performance of the schools in terms of the academic
achievement of the 3rd, 5th and 8th graders on the ITBS and
the 11th graders high school graduation exit examination,
continued satisfactory performance on student attendance,
continued involvement of teachers in professional development
programs, parental and community participation in school
activities.
2. Academic achievement:
Student performance in Reading and Math on the Iowa
Test of Basic Skills for the 3rd, 5th, and 8th graders, and
Georgia graduation exit examination scores for the 11th
graders.
3. Student Attendance: Percentage of students
missing ten or more days in a year.
4. Parental and Community Participation: Hours of
not-for-profit agency involvement, voluntary hours by
businesses or community partnership members, average number
of parent-teacher verbal contacts per student.
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Teachers involved in Staff Development; Total
percentage of teachers involved in staff development programs
in either one or more of these fields: curriculum,
collaboration, technology and instructional strategies.
C. Moderating Variables
1. Socioeconomic Status: The percentage of students
on free/reduced lunch.
2. School Type: The three categories of elementary,
middle and high schools.
Elementary schools serve the students from
preschool or kindergarten to fifth grade? middle schools
serve the students from sixth grade to eighth grade; high
schools serve the students from ninth grade to twelfth grade.
3. School Location: Site of schools in terms of
rural, suburban or urban area.
Relationships Among the Variables
Research studies documented the fact that success
bred success (Royce 1996, Bruckerhoff 1996, Jenkins 1997).
All the above researchers posited the importance of "recogni¬
tion" as a positive reinforcer. Royce (1996) emphasized that
recognition of success encouraged the recipients to continue
the positive acceleration. He posited that a group of
successful students attributed their success to a recognition
program implemented by their school.
The importance of the evaluation of recognition
programs should not be undermined (Jenkins 1997). He was of
the opinion that effective motivational program must include
periodic evaluations.
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Bruckerhoff (1996) highlighted the positive result
of the Connecticut State's Celebration of Excellence, an
award for recognizing experienced teachers in the State of
Connecticut. He found that the program raised the teachers'
self confidence and self-esteem.
Relationship Between Student Attendance
and Student Achievement
Most researchers en^hasized the relationship
between student attendance and student achievement (Smith
1995, Lamdin 1996, Snell 1998). Snell found that students who
had at least 95% attendance were more likely to attain either
"A" or "B" grade.
Armstrong (1999) in his doctoral dissertation
analyzed the factors that contributed to the academic
achievements of some schools in California. He found that
student attendance improved as courses were made relevant to
the students. Academic improvement followed when attendance
improved.
Cooper (1998) in his study analyzed the socio¬
cultural and within-school factors that had the most impact
on school-wide programs. He found that parental involvement
and student attendance were among the most effective factors
that influenced schoolwide programs.
In order to boost its student achievement, a rural
middle school initiated an improvement plan that emphasized
student attendance, parental involvement and community
involvement. Findings indicated that these factors helped
to increase student achievement.
Potter (1998) described the success of an academic
37
booster club as a rural middle school strategy for school
improvement. He noted that student achievement increased with
student attendance and student involvement in community
projects.
Borland (1998) held a different opinion on the
influence of student attendance on student achievement. He
was of the opinion that most research studies that claimed
that there was a relationship between student achievement and
student attendance failed to accurately control the effect of
the other variables.
Relationship Between Teacher Professional Development
and Student Achievement
A researcher (Abdal-Hagg 1996) found that teacher
professional development rewarded some schools by increasing
the teachers' confidence and competence. This benefitted each
school at the classroom level and then imparted on the
overall achievement of the school. The ultimate result was
increase in student achievement.
Corely (1998) investigated some first year high
school teachers in order to determine what factors that
contributed to their success or failures during their entry
years. Ninety percent of the teachers mentioned staff
development programs as one of the factors that had helped
them.
Suleiman (1998) found that professional development
courses were helpful in improving some teachers in their
interactions with their students. Professional development
programs helped these teachers to gain information on how to
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make their courses relevant for their students. This in turn
helped the teachers in reducing behavior problems in their
classrooms. The ultimate result of this improvement in
classroom management was the academic improvement of these
students.
Relationship Between Parental/Community Participation
and Student Achievement
Gines (1998) was of the opinion that community
participation in some public schools increased their student
achievement. However, the researcher noted that community
participation was effective only when it was well-planned.
Most researchers found the positive influence of
parental involvement on the academic achievement of students
(Schopen 1997, Harris 1997, William 1998, Huntsinger 1998).
Huntsinger described three types of parental involvement as
personal involvement, engagement in school activities and
cognitive-intellectual involvement. Personal involvement
referred to the warmth and modeling parents provided for
their children at home. This in turn stimulated the children
to achieve academically. Engagement in school activities was
the involvement parents provided when they were physically
present in the school building and participated in school
activities. Cognitive-intellectual involvement occurred when
parents helped their children with home work activities. Each
of these three types of parental involvement forms was found
to boost academic achievement.
Harris (1997) surveyed 1,300 students and 1,635
teachers to determine the influence of parental involvement
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on academic achievement. Most of these interviewees were of
the opinion that parental involvement increased academic
achievement.
Relationship Between Urban/Suburban/Rural Schools and
Student Achievement
Louis (1995) posited that urban schools were more
vulnerable to academic achievement problems. He was of the
opinion that urban schools were overcrowded with students
from various backgrounds. This often created discipline
problems and teacher detachment.
The underachievement problems of urban schools
emanated from the socio-politico-economic practices of this
country (Yeo 1997). He claimed that these practices tended
to isolate the students in their own neighborhoods and
hindered them from achieving like the other students.
Bikel (1995) was of the opinion that rural schools
had more problems than urban schools. He found that parental
involvement seemed minimal in rural schools due to lack of
infrastructure in the rural areas. He was also of the opinion
that rural students found their courses irrelevant because
they were limited in their exposure to the world of work.
In order to determine which setting had higher
academic achievement rate. Young (1998) collected data on
3,397 students from rural and urban areas in Australia.
Findings indicated that the urban students had higher
aspirations and achievements than the rural students.
High (1997) analyzed the academic preparation
programs of some schools in urban, suburban and rural areas
of the United States. He found that schools in the suburban
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area had more effective college preparation programs than
those in the urban and rural areas.
Relationship Between School Type
and Student Achievement
Most studies found that innovative and compensatory
school programs worked better at the elementary school level
than at the middle and high school levels (National Center
for Education Statistics 1998). These researchers posited
that student achievement went hand in hand with behavior
control. They found that elementary schools had less behavior
problems than middle and high schools. This gave element¬
ary schools an edge over middle schools and high schools in
academic achievement.
Middle schools had more behavior and achievement
problems than high schools (Borgen 1995). This researcher
posited that the achievement problems of middle schools
stemmed from their behavior problems. Borgen observed that
the academic achievement problems of some middle school
students were more eminent when their emotional problems were
not arrested. He found that the middle school students needed
counseling more than the other school levels because of their
transitional problems.
Met (1996) listed the developmental changes that
affected middle school students as physical, social,
emotional, and cognition problems. He concurred with the
aforementioned researcher that these problems produced
academic underachievement when they were not arrested.
Rothernberg (1995) sought to determine the factors
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that caused the academic problems of some middle school
students. He found that the academic problems of these middle
school students stemmed from lack of confidence.
Brown (1995) held that academic underachievement was
more pronounced in high schools. He attributed this to the
fact that high school students did not devote much time to
their education since they had to work.
Relationship Between Socioeconomic Status and Academic
Achievement
Most schools that served students from low SES
background did not do as well as other schools (Schmoker
1996, Caldwell 1996, Bronzaft 1996). Schmoker attributed this
underachievement to the loss of time in dealing with the
students' social problems. He was of the opinion that if the
time wasted on these social problems was spent on academic
matters, student achievement would improve.
Caldwell (1996) used aggregate data on academic
success rates and socioeconomic characteristics to assess the
extent to which the two variables were related. His findings
indicated that socioeconomic factors played a major role in
student achievement.
Bronzaft (1996) examined the relationship between
academic achievement and personal characteristic. He found,
among other things, that students from high SES families did
better than those from low SES families.
William (1988) examined the effects of parental
involvement on the academic achievement of some middle school
students. His findings indicated that parental involvement
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contributed significantly to student academic achievement.
Taylor (1997) attributed the poor performances of
students from low SES families to factors like social
instability and ignorance. He recommended that schools pay
attention to the socioeconomic status of each student as they
designed programs for their schools. The relationships among
the variables is on figure 1.
Null Hypothesis
1. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
1995-96 school year.
2. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
1995-96 school year based on school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status.
3. There is no significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
1995-96 school year.
4. There is no significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
1995-96 school year based on school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status.
5. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and 1995-96 school year.
6. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and 1995-96 school year based on school type.
43
Independent Variable Dependent Variable
Moderating Variable
Fig. 1. Relationships among the variables
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school location, and socioeconomic status.
7. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
1995-96 school year.
8. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
1995-96 school year based on school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status.
9. There is no significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and1995-96 school year.
10. There is no significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
1995/96 school year based on school type, school location and
socioeconomic status.
11. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and1996-97 school year.
12. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
1996-97 school year based on school type, school location and
socioeconomic status.
13. There is no significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
1996-97 school year.
14. There is no significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
1996-97 school year based on school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status.
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15. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and 1996-97 school year.
16. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and 1996-97 school year based on school type,
school location, and socioeconomic status.
17. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
1996-97 school year.
18. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
1996-97 school year based on school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status.
19. There is no significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and1996-97 school year.
20. There is no significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1996-97 school year based on school type, school
location, and socioeconomic status.
21. There is no significant difference in acadeioic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and1997-98 school year.
22. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year and
1997-98 school year based on school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status.23.There is no significant difference in student
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attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
1997-98 school year.
24. There is no significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year and
1997-98 school year based on school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status.
25. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and 1997-98 school year.
26. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year and 1997-98 school year based on school type,
school location, and socioeconomic status.
27. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
1997-98 school year.
28. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
1997-98 school year based on school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status.
29. There is no significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1997-98 school year.
30. There is no significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year and
the 1997-98 school year based on school type, school loca¬
tion, and socioeconomic status.
47
Limitations of the Study
This study is limited to the three years subsequent to
the year of the School of Excellence award. Only the schools
that were Schools of Excellence in 1994-1995 are involved.
Teacher attendance variable, which is also an indicator of
success in the School of Excellence handbook, is not included
because data on it are not available.
Summary
This chapter has presented the theoretical
framework for the study. The relationship among the variables
discussed the sustained improvements of the schools as
dependent upon School of Excellence recpgnition. The depend¬
ent variables are academic achievement, student attendance,
professional development, parental participation, and
community participation. The independent variable is the
recognition of a school as a School of Excellence. The
dependent variables are moderated by school type, school
location, and socioeconomic status.
CHAPTER IV
METHODSANDPROCEDURES
The purpose of this study is to determine if
designation of a school as a School of Excellence results in
sustained in^rovement of that school in terms of academic
achievement, student attendance, teacher professional
development, parental participation and community participa¬
tion. This chapter will discuss the research methods,
procedures and data analysis techniques used for the study.
The chapter will also discuss the population and settings of
the study.
Research Design
This descriptive research study examined the
relationship between the designation of a school as a School
of Excellence and sustained improvement of the school. Gay
(1981) described a descriptive research as a study that
determined the current status of the research subjects by
collecting data and testing the hypotheses.
Quantitative research technique was applied to the
data gathered from the Georgia School Report Cards and
Council for School Performance. ANOVA was used to analyze the
data obtained for each of the 30 schools.
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Description of the Population
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The Department of Education for the State of
Georgia has 180 school systems and 1,877 schools (A Blueprint
for Progress 1997). The schools comprise 344 high schools,
351 middle schools and 1,182 elementary schools. In 1994/95
school year, thirty-one of these schools were awarded the
School of Excellence recognition. For this study, one of
these thirty-one schools was dropped as a result of lack of
accurate data information. The schools researched comprised
nine high schools, ten middle schools and eleven elementary
schools. Nine of these schools are located in urban area. Ten
are located in the suburbs, and eleven are located in rural
area. The percentage range of the students on free-reduced
lunch goes from 1% to 79%. The characteristic of each of the
schools is presented on Table 1 below.
TABLE 1.—CURRENT DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES OF THE SUBJECT
SCHOOLS
Schools Location Sch. Type free/reducedlunch %
Albany urb. high 55
Barksdale sub. elem. 9
Barrow rural elem. 10
Bunche urb. mid. 68
Cave Spring urb. elem. 53
Chamblee urb. high 26
Davidson sub. high 20
Cloud Spring rural elem. 47
Cook rural mid. 5
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Table 1 (Continued)
School Location School Type Free/Rreduced lunch %
Grady urb high 28
Houston Cty rural high 13
Jasper rural high 52
LoveJoy sub. mid. 23
Mercier sub mid. 48
Miles urb. elem. 64
Mountain View sub. elem. 7
Newnan rural high 22
Oglethorpe sub. mid. 43
Pepperel rural mid. 31
Pine Ridge sub. elem. 31
Pointe South sub. elem. 47
Snellville sub. elem. 9
Sonoraville sub. mid. 10
Sprayberry sub. high 3
Stately rural mid. 74
Sumter Cty rural elem. 79
Taylor urb. mid. 1
Westside rural elem. 52
Wilkes rural mid. 10
Windsor urb. high 22
Description of the Instrument
The School Report Card, which is one of the data
sources used for this study, was introduced in 1994 as an
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accountability measure for the various schools and school
systems. It provides student academic achievement and
demographic information of the individual schools within the
state. Personnel information like the beginning teacher
salaries and teacher educational backgrounds are also
available to the public on the report cards through the
internet. Another source of data collection is the Council
for School Performance, an educational in^rovement agency
that is jointly managed by the State of Georgia and Georgia
State University.
Data on academic achievement and percentage of
students on free/reduced lunch were collected from Georgia
School Report Cards for each school. Data on student
attendance, teacher professional development and community
participation were collected from the Council for School
Performance.
Data Collection Procedure
The steps for implementing this study were as
follows:
1. Determining the schools that received the School
of Excellence award in 1994/95.
2. Recording their academic and socioeconomic
information from the School Report Cards.
3. Recording their student attendance, teacher
professional development, parental participation and
community participation information from the Council for
School Performance.
52
4. Obtaining location information of the various
schools from Georgia Department of Education.
5. Analyzing data obtained by applying Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Statistical Applications
Data from the Georgia School Report Cards and
Council for School Performance were analyzed using the SPSS.
Analysis of variance was conducted to determine if there
were significant differences between the achievements of the
schools in the year they were awarded the School of
Excellence recognition and the subsequent years up to
1997/98. The ANOVA measured the data from Georgia School
Report Card and the Council for School Performance. It
measured the differences between the schools' achievement for
the School of Excellence year and the subsequent years up
till 1998. The six variables measured were student
achievement, student attendance, professional development,
parental participation and community participation. They were
measured in the light of the moderating variables of school
type, location and socioeconomic status.
Summary
For this study, information on academic
achievement, student attendance, teacher professional
development, parental participation and community
participation were collected from the School Report Cards and
Council for School Performance. In order to determine if the
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thirty Schools of Excellence sustained their improvements
after they had received the School of Excellence award, these
data were analyzed using the SPSS program. The dependent
variables of academic achievement, student attendance,
teacher professional development, parental participation, and
community participation were analyzed in the light of the
moderating variables. The next chapter will discuss the
analysis of data.
CHAPTER V
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The concern for this study was to investigate if
designation of a school as a School of Excellence resulted in
the school's sustained improvement. This chapter analyzes the
data obtained from the School Report Cards and Council for
School Performance concerning the various schools that were
named Schools of Excellence in 1994/95. The variables identi¬
fied were academic achievement, student attendance, teacher
professional development, parental participation and
community participation. A comparison of the schools’ perform¬
ances for the various years is illustrated on Tables 2 to 6.
TABLE 2.—Academic Achievement by Years
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Albany 93 89 90 91
Barksdale 79 70 70 79
Barrow 70 71 76 76
Bunche 64 65 68 68
Cave Spring 55 53 55 55




Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Davidson 100 100 100 100
Cloud Spring 57 56 48 57
Cook Middle 55 45 47 50
Grady 98 89 88 95
Houston Cty 88 89 95 94
Jasper 94 91 87 88
LoveJoy 54 53 57 49
Mercier 56 44 41 57
Miles 75 73 73 74
Mountain view 87 86 87 83
Newnan 94 93 90 92
Oglethorpe 54 59 59 54
Pepperell 67 65 69 67
Pine Ridge 58 54 56 58
Pointe South 54 57 53 56
Snellville 71 65 66 71
Sonoraville 53 53 57 54
Sprayberry 97 95 96 98
Stately 49 45 49 49
Sumter Cty. 58 55 54 58
Taylor 84 78 78 84
Westside 55 57 58 56
Wilkes 60 57 59 59
Windsor 93 95 97 93
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TABLE 3.—Student Attendance by Years
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Albany 27 27 25 27
Barksdale 18 20 17 18
Barrow 28 30 29 29
Bunche 37 39 33 35
Cave Spring 27 28 27 26
Chainblee 43 45 37 41
Cloud Spring 30 25 25 25
Cook 35 36 23 26
Davidson 2 1 2 0
Grady 60 59 62 56
Jasper Cty 35 29 29 36
Lovejoy 40 53 52 53
Mercier 34 18 33 31
Miles 21 23 33 31
Mountain view 26 23 22 24
Newnan 26 23 22 24
Oglethorpe 29 32 32 32
Peperrel 34 32 31 27
Pine Ridge 19 23 18 10
Pointe South 28 32 25 27
Snellville 34 34 31 28
Sonoraville 36 36 32 28
Sprayberry 35 36 38 35
Stately 34 34 31 28
Sumter Cty 22 20 20 19
Taylor 12 12 11 13
Westside 9 28 23 9
Windsor 48 48 43 43
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TABLE 3 (Continued)
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Wilkes 18 18 16 20
Table 4.—Professional Development by Years
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Albany 8 0 31 42
Barksdale 30 64 72 49
Barrow 35 41 46 49
Bunche 98 60 65 57
Cave Spring 23 31 61 45
Chamblee 35 12 3 51
Davidson 19 32 56 185
Cloud Spring 21 39 48 95
Cook Middle 6 47 24 85
Grady 43 13 33 56
Houston Cty 46 46 15 27
Jasper 22 53 73 88
Lovejoy 24 25 27 27
Mercier 18 49 69 51
Miles 32 5 55 49
Mount view 4 20 70 49
Newnan 24 30 32 23
TABLE 4 (Continued)
58
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Oglethorpe 18 7 53 32
Pepperel 41 102 98 113
Pine Ridge 19 62 11 35
Pointe South 28 33 35 61
Snellville 31 35 20 61
Sonoraville 6 16 83 76
Sprayberry 69 81 90 89
Stately 360 34 185 40
Sumter Cty 30 15 53 30
Taylor 31 40 54 66
Westside 18 12 16 47
Wilkes 8 22 13 46
Windsor 19 5 9 41
Table 5.—Parental Participation by Years
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Albany 8 1 2 11
Barksdale 5 11 31 4
Barrow 7 8 12 4
Bunche 7 4 6 2
Cave Spring 7 18 20 5
Chamblee 5 19 3 3
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TABLE 5 (Continued)
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Davidson 5 2 2 2
Cloud Spring 5 5 15 2
Cook Middle 7 4 1 1
Grady 8 3 10 11
Houston Cty 8 4 1 1
Jasper 16 7 8 3
Lovejoy
Mercier
20 25 5 18
10 8 12 6
Miles 18 5 31 5
Mount View 8 7 10 3
Newnan 10 17 6 2
Oglethorpe 15 3 4 1
Pepperel 7 10 18 5
Pine Ridge 16 13 10 11
Pointe South 2 19 9 3
Snellville 7 7 4 3
Sonoraville 4 15 4 3
Sprayberry 90 7 10 3
Stately 8 3 13 1
Sumter Cty 22 2 52 2
Taylor 4 10 57 20
Westside 20 10 57 20
Wilkes 8 10 2 8
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TABLE 5 (Continued)
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Windsor 340 970 276 2125
Table 6.—Community Participation by Years
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Albany 1100 2220 221 202
Barksdale 10 268 1028 1065
Barrow 3500 3800 3910 3950
Bunche 642 681 270 626
Cave Spring 1156 528 209 872
Chamblee 1056 172 403 2625
Davidson 340 159 470 135
Cloud Spring 523 540 480 545
Cook Middle 125 216 219 250
Grady 939 272 1816 13000
Houston Cty 700 181 303 2055
Jasper 720 192 90 245
Lovejoy 176 78 87 350
Mercier 276 18 490 671
Miles 79 1545 70 250
Mount View 85 190 259 956
Newnan 1615 915 2399 906
61
TABLE 6 (Continued)
Schools 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Oglethorpe 78 282 262 200
Pepperel 75 1529 976 783
Pine Ridge 176 146 144 120
Pointe South 182 1380 1300 42
Snellville 1926 1300 200 200
Sonoraville 129 1067 1550 2562
Sprayberry I'ill 1306 2980 3070
Stately 200 1888 4344 1945
Sumter Cty 150 576 1294 2374
Taylor 4085 780 170 201
Westside 872 96 1548 871
Wilkes 79 109 281 343
Windsor 340 970 276 2125
Analysis of Data and Null Hypothesis
The 30 null hypotheses for this study were analyzed
by ANOVA at the acceptance level of .05. The following pages
contain the information on the result of the analysis. Each
discussion is illustrated on a table.
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1995/96 school year. ANOVA procedures were used
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to test this hypothesis. The results of Hypothesis 1 are
illustrated on Table 7. From the information on the F Ratio
and F Probability on the table, the difference is not
significant.
According to the table, the F Ratio of .478 yielded
TABLE 7.—Anova Summary Table for Academic Achievement
1994/95 & 1995/96 School Years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 3 51.88 17.29 .478 .495
Within groups 1 12.50 25.50
Total 4 64.38 42.79
♦Significant at p. = .05
the F Probability of .495. The significant value for accept¬
ance is .05. The Probability value is not significant enough
to reject the null hypothesis. This implies that there is not
a significant difference between the academic achievement for
the School of Excellence award year and 1995/96 school year.
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1995/96 school year based on school type,
school location and socioeconomic status. Table 8 presents
the ANOVA procedures for Hypothesis 2. This table shows that
the difference between the academic achievements for the two
aforementioned school years (1994/95 and 1995/96) is
statistically insignificant. The F Ratio and F Probability
63
are displayed on table 8. It can be seen from the table that
the F Ratio is 2.450, and the F Probability is .087. At the
significant value of .05, the probability level is not signi¬
ficant enough to reject the null. So, null hypothesis 2 is
also accepted. Therefore, there is no significant difference
TABLE 8.—Anova Summary Table for Academic Achievement Based
on School Type, School Location and Socioeconomic Status
1994/95 and 1995/96 School Years








Between groups 2 389.2 694.6 2.450 .087
Within groups 2 1459 613.4
Total 4 1848.2 1308
♦Significant at p = .05
in student achievement based on school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status for the School of Excellence award
year and 1995/96 school year.
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1995/96 school year. Table 9 presents the ANOVA
result for Hypothesis 3. Student attendance scores for the
two years are compared on this table. The table contains the
resulting F Ratio and F Probability.
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TABLE 9.—Anova Summary Table for
and 1995/96 School Years
Student Attendance 1994/95








Between groups 1 5409 254.4 .268 .766
Within groups 1 4468 2225.4
Total 2 9877 2479.8
♦Significant at p = .05
It can be seen from Table 9, that the F
Probability value is.766 and the F Ratio .268. The F
Probability is not significant enough to reject the null
hypothesis at the significant value of .05. The null
hypothesis is, therefore, accepted. This implies that there
is no significant difference in student attendance between
the School of Excellence award year (1994/95) and the 1995/96
school year.
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1995/96 school year based on school type,
school location, and socioeconomic status. Table 10
illustrates the ANOVA summary for Hypothesis 4. As can be
seen from this table, a comparison of the two years does not
appear to yield a significant difference. The values of the F
Ratio and the F Probability are displayed on table 10. As
this table indicates, the F Ratio is .922, while the
Probability value is.407. The Probability value does not
reach the .05 significant value that is needed to reject the
null. Therefore, there is no significant difference between
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the School of Excellence award year and the 1995/96 school
year.
TABLE 10.—Anova Summary Table for Student Attendance Based
on School Type, School Location and Socioeconomic Status
1994/95 and 1995/96 School years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 2 3455.4 1984.3 .922 .407
Within groups 5 7387 3772.2
Total 7 10842.4 5756.5
♦Significant at p = .05
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1995/96 school year. The results of
the ANOVA data for Hypothesis 5 is shown on Table 11. The
resulting F Ratio and F Probability are shown on this table.
The table indicates that the F Ratio is 2.453 and
the F Probability is .074. The Probability value does not
reach the .05 value that is needed to reject the null
hypothesis.
Based on this result, there is no significant
difference in teacher professional development between the
School of Excellence award year and the 1995/96 school year.
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TABLE 11. Anova Summary Table for Teacher Professional
Development 1994/95 & 1995/96 School Years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 3 1134.4 99.8 2.453 .074
Within groups 2 4112.3 2312
Total 5 5246.7 2411.8
♦Significant at p = .05
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1995/96 school year based on school
type, location and socioeconomic status. Table 12 reports the
ANOVA summary for Hypothesis 6. included on this table are
the results of the F Ratio and F Probability.
TABLE 12.—ANOVA Summary Table for Teacher Professional
Development Based on School Type, School Location and
Socioeconomic Status 1994/95 and 1995/96 School Years





















♦Significant at p = .05
According to Table 12, the F Ratio of 2.08 yielded
a Probability value of .379. This probability value is not up
to .05 level that is needed to reject the null hypothesis.
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Based on this result, there is no significant difference in
parent participation between the School of Excellence award
year and the 1995/96 school year.
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1995/96 school year. The summary data for
Hypothesis 7 is shown on Table 13. The resulting F Ratio and
F Probability are shown on the table.
TABLE 13.—ANOVA Summary Table for Parental Participation for
1994/95 & 1995/96 School Years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Sguares Sguares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 3 444.1 214.5 .528 .534
Within groups 2 511.2 311.1
Total 5 955.3 525.6
♦Significant at p =.05
Table 13 indicates that the F value is .528 and the
Probability value is .534. The .534 Probability value is
lower than the .05 value that is needed to reject the null.
Table 13, therefore, shows that there is no significant
difference in parental participation.
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1995/96 school year based on school type,
school location, and socioeconomic status. Below is a table
of the ANOVA summary for Hypothesis 8.
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TABLE 14.—ANOVA Summary Table for Parental Participation
Based on School Type, Location & Socioeconomic Status 1994/95
& 1995/96 School Years








Between groups 2 3245.1 1243 .524 .570
Within groups 2 5123.2 2887
Total 4 8368.3 4130
♦Significant at p = ,05
Table 14 shows the F Ratio value as .524, and the F
Probability value as .570. The Probcibility value does not
reach the .05 level required for the null to be rejected.
This iir5)lies that there is no significant difference in
parental participation based on school type, location, and
socioeconomic status between the School of Excellence award
year and 1995/96 school year.
Hypothesis 9. There is no significant difference in community
participation between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and the 1995/96 school year. ANOVA summary data for
Hypothesis 9 is shown on Table 15. This table contains the
result of the F Ratio and the F Probability. According to
Table 15, the F Ratio is .477 and the F Probability is .490.
This probability value does not meet the significance level
needed to reject the null. Therefore, there is no significant
difference between the SOE award year and 1995/96 school
year.
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TABLE 15.—ANOVA Summary Table for Community Participation
1994/95 & 1995/96 School Years








Between groups 3 35612.1 1812.1 .477 .490
Within groups 2 2445.2 2153.2
Total 5 38057.3 3965.3
♦Significant at p =.05
Hypothesis 10. There is no significant difference in
community participation between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1995/96 school year based on school
type, school location, and socioeconomic status. A summary
data for Hypothesis 10 is shown below. The table contains the
results of the F Ratio and F Probability.
TABLE 16.—ANOVA Summary Table for Community Participation
Based on School Type, Location and Socioeconomic Status
1994/95 & 1995/96 School Years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 3 5367.2 2958 .379 .759
Within groups 3 6114 2998.8
Total 6 11481.2 5956.8
♦Significant at p = .05
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Table 16 shows that the F Ratio for the hypothesis
is .379, and the F Probability value is .759. The Probability
value is not up to .05 value that is needed to reject the
null. The implication is that there is no significant
difference in community participation based on school type,
location, and socioeconomic status between the School of
Excellence award year and 1995/96 school year.
Hypothesis 11. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1996/97 school year. Table 17 presents a summary
of the ANOVA for Hypothesis 11. The F Ratio and the F
Probability are displayed on the table. As Table 17 shows, the
F value of 2.450 yielded the Probability value of .087, which
is not up to .05 level that is needed to reject the null.
This implies that there is no significant difference in
academic achievement between the School of Excellence award
year and the 1995/96 school year.
TABLE 17.—ANOVA Summary Table for Academic Achievement for
1994/95 & 1996/97 School Years








Between groups 3 7545 3412 2.450 .087
Within groups 3 7878 3923
Total 6 15423 7335
♦Significant at p = .05
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TABLE 19.—ANOVA Summary Table for Student Attendance 1994/95
& 1996/97 School Years.








Between groups 2 433.4 212.3 .564 .644
Within groups 3 343.9 177.3
Total 5 777.3 389.6
♦Significant at P = .05
According to Table 19, the F value is .564. The
Probability value is .644. The probability value is not up to
.05 level that is needed to reject the null. This implies
that there is no significant difference in student attendance
for the School of Excellence year and 1996/97 school year.
Hypothesis 14. There is no significant difference in student
attendance for the School of Excellence award year (1994/95)
and the 1996/97 school year based on school type, school
location, and socioeconomic status. Table 20 reports the
ANOVA summary for Hypothesis 14. The results of the F Ratio
and F Probability are displayed on the table.
TABLE 20 .—ANOVA Summary Table for Student Attendance Based
on School Type, Location & Socioeconomic Status 1994/95 &
1996/97 School Years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 3 4562 3451 .324 .808
Within groups 2 5526 2695
Total 5 10088 6146
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Table 20 (Continued)
♦Significant at p = .05
Table 20 indicates that the F value is .324 and the
Probability value is .808. The Probability value is less than
the .05 level needed to reject the null. Therefore, the null
hypothesis is accepted. This implies that there is no
significant difference between student attendance for the
School of Excellence award year and 1996/97 school year based
on school type, location, and socioeconomic status.
Hypothesis 15. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1996/97 school year. A summary of
Hypothesis 15 is presented on Table 21. The F Ratio and the F
Probability are displayed on the table.
TABLE 21.—ANOVA Summary Table for Teacher Professional
Development 1994/95 & 1996/97 School Years






Between groups 2 3342 188 2.477 .098
Within groups 1 4523 298
Total 3 7865 486
♦Significant at p = .05
Table 21 shows that the F level is 2.477. The
Probability value is .098. This value is less than .05, which
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is needed for rejecting the null. The above table, therefore,
illustrates that there is no significant difference in
teacher professional development between the School of
Excellence award year and 1996/97 school year.
Hypothesis 16. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1996/97 school year based on school
type, school location, and socioeconomic status. Table 22
presents a summary of the ANOVA for Hypothesis 16. The
results of the F Ratio and F Probability are contained on the
table. Table 22 shows the F value as 1.219, and the
Probability value as .318. The Probability value is not big
enough to reject the null. The difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
year and 1996/97 school year is, therefore, not significant.
TABLE 22.—ANOVA Summary Table for Teacher Professional
Development Based on School Type, Location and Socioeconomic
Status 1994/95 & 1996/97 School Years








Between groups 3 4371 2998 1.219 .318
within groups 3 5513 1884
Total 6 9884 4882
Significant at p = .05
Hypothesis 17. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 19S6191 school year. Table 23 presents a
summary of the ANOVA data for Hypothesis 17. F Ratio and F
Probability results are contained on the table.
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TABLE 23.—ANOVA Summary Table for Parental Participation
1994/95 & 1996/97 School Years








Between groups 3 6.30 2.10 3.64 .012
within groups 2 9.50 5.48
Total 5 15.80 7.58
♦Significant at p = .05
Table 23 shows the F Ratio as 3.64 and the
Probability value as .012. The probability value is below
the .05 level that is needed to reject the null. Based on
this information, the difference in parental participation
for the School of Excellence award year and 1996/97 school
year is not significant.
Hypothesis 18. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1996/97 school year based on school type,
school location and socioeconomic status. The resulting ANOVA
summary for Hypothesis 18 is presented on Table 24 below.
This table contains the results for the F Ratio and the F
Probability .
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TABLE 24.— ANOVA Sununary Table for Parental Participation
Based on School Type, Location & Socioeconomic Status 1994/95
& 1996/97 School Years








Between groups 2 2996 1554 .379 .636
within groups 2 4743 2712
Total 4 7739 4266
♦Significant at p = .05
According to Table 24, the F level of .379 yielded
a Probability value of .636. This value is not up to the .05
level that is necessary to reject the null. That being the
case, there is no significant difference in parental partici¬
pation between the School of Excellence award year and
1996/97 school year based on school type, location, and
socioeconomic status.
Hypothesis 19. There is no significant difference in
community participation between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1996/97 school year. Below is a
presentation of the ANOVA result for Hypothesis 19. The F
Ratio result and the F Probability result are contained on
Table 25. According to Table 25, the F Ratio is .379 and the
F Probability is .087. This probability value is not up to
.05 level that is needed to reject the null. Therefore, the
difference between the School of Excellence year and 1996/97
school year is not significant.
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TABLE 25.—ANOVA Summary Table for Community Participation
1994/95 & 1996/97 School Years








Between groups 3 3956.2 1494 .379 .087
Within groups 4 5112.2 2411
Total 7 9068.4 3905
♦Significant at p = .05
This result implies that the difference between the
community participation for the School of Excellence year and
1996/97 school year is not significant.
Hypothesis 20. There is no significant difference in
community participation between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1996/97 school year based on school
type, school location, and socioeconomic status. Table 26 is
the illustration of Hypothesis 20. On this table are
contained the results of the F Ratio and the F Probability.
According to Table 26, the F Ratio is 2.450 and the
F Probability is .766. At the significant value of .05, this
Probability value seems insufficient for the null to be
rejected. Therefore, there is no significant difference in
community participation between the School of Excellence year
and 1996/97 school year based on school type, location, and
socioeconomic status.
TABLE 26.—ANOVA Summary Table for Community Participation
1994/95 & 1996/97 School years based on school Type,
Location, & Socioeconomic Status
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Between groups 3 3119.2 1891.2 2.450 .766
Within groups 3 4512.1 2562.1
Total 6 7631.3 4453.3
Significant at P = .05
Hypothesis 21. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1997/98 school year. Table 27 is a presentation
of the ANOVA result for Hypothesis 21.
TABLE 27.—ANOVA Summary Table for Academic Achievement
1994/95 & 1997/98 School years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 5 3453.2 3561 .268 .756
Within groups 4 6112 4991
Total 9 9565.2 8552
Significant at p = .05
Table 27 shows the F value as .268 and the
Probability value as .756. This Probability value is not up
to .05 significance value that is required to reject the
null. This implies that the difference between the School of
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Excellence year and 1997/98 school year is not significant.
Hypothesis 22. There is no significant difference in academic
achievement between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1997/98 school year based on school type,
location and socioeconomic status. Table 28 presents the
ANOVA summary for Hypothesis 22. The table displays the
results of the F Ratio and the F Probability.
TABLE 28— ANOVA Summary Table for Academic Achievement
1994/95 & 1997/98 School Years Based on School Type, Location
& Socioeconomic Status






Between groups 2 1945 500 .268 .808
Within groups 2 3451 4111
Total 4 5396 4611
♦Significant at p = .05
Table 28 shows the F Ratio of .268 and the F
Probability of .808. The Probability value is not signifi¬
cant at .05 level. The null is, therefore, accepted. This
information implies that there is no significant difference
in academic achievement between the School of Excellence year
and 1997/98 school year based on school type, location and
socioeconomic status.
Hypothesis 23. There is no significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1997/98 school year. Results of the ANOVA data
for Hypothesis 23 are shown on Table 29. This table contains
the results of the F Ratio and the F Probability.
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TABLE 29.—ANOVA Summary Table for Student Attendance 1994/95
& 1997/98 School Years






Between groups 3 4221 3191 .324 .098
Within groups 2 7192 522
Total 5 11413 3713
♦Significant at p = .05
On Table 29, the F value of .324 yields the
Probability value of .098. The Probability value of .098 is
not up to .05 that is needed to reject the null. In view of
these results, the difference in student attendance between
the School of Excellence year and 1997/98 school year is not
significant. •
Hypothesis 24 There is no significant difference in student
attendance between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1997/98 school year based on school type,
school location, and socioeconomic status. Table 30 reports
the ANOVA summary for Hypothesis 24. The F Ratio and the F
Probability results are displayed on this table.
TABLE 30.—ANOVA Summary Table for Student Attendance based
on School Type, Location & Socioeconomic Status 1994/95 &
1997/98 School Years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 3 3429 2249 .477 .318
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Table 30 (Continued)
Within groups 2 5361 2223
Total 5 8790 4472
♦Significant at p = .05
Table 30 indicates that the value of F Ratio is
.477. The value of the Probability is .318. The Probability
value is not significant at the .05 level that is needed to
reject the null. This result implies that the difference in
student attendance between the School of Excellence year and
that of 1997/98 school year is not significant based on
school type, location, and socioeconomic status.
Hypothesis 25. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1997/98 school year. Table 31
constitutes an illustration of the ANOVA data for Hypothesis
25. On this table are displayed the results of the F Ratio
and F Probability.
According to Table 31, the F Ratio of 1.219 gives
the Probability value of .767, which is not significant at
the .05 level needed to reject the null. In view of this
result, the difference in teacher professional development
for the School of Excellence award year (1994/95) and 1997/98
school year is not significant based on school type, school
location and socioeconomic status.
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TABLE 31.—ANOVA Summary Table for Teacher Professional
Development 1994/95 & 1997/98 School Years
Source df Sum Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 3 3412.2 1982.8 1.219 .767
Within groups 2 4421 6397.2
Total 5 7833.2 8380
♦Significant at p = .05
Hypothesis 26. There is no significant difference in teacher
professional development between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1997/98 school year based on school
type, school location and socioeconomic status. The summary
data for Hypothesis 26 are shown on Table 32. The results of
the F Ratio and the F Probability are displayed on the table.
From Table 32, the F Ratio is .532 and the F Prob¬
ability is .763. The Probability value is not up to .05 level
that is needed to reject the null. The difference in teacher
professional development based on school type, location and
socioeconomic status for the two years is, therefore, not
significant.
TABLE 32.—ANOVA Summary Table for Teacher Professional
Development based on School Type, Location & Socioeconomic
Status for 1994/95 & 1997/98 School Years








Between groups 4 3471 1621 .532 .763
Within groups 3 4418 1611
Total 7 7889 3232
Significant at p =.05
Hypothesis 27. There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence school
year(1994/95) and 1997/98 school year. Below is a table of
the ANOVA summary for Hypothesis 27. The table contains the
results of the F Ratio and the F Probability.
According to Table 33, the F Ratio is .1457, and
the F Probability is .456. At the significant level of .05,
the F Probability is not significant enough to reject the
null. In view of these results, there is no significant
difference in parental participation between the School of
Excellence award year and 1997/98 school year.
TABLE 33.—ANOVA Summary Table for Parental Participation
1994/95 and 1997/98 School years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 4 4433 3331 .1457 .456
Within groups 5 3212 2254
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Table 33 (Continued)
Total 9 7645 5585
Significant at p =.05
Hypothesis 28: There is no significant difference in parental
participation between the School of Excellence award year
(1994/95) and 1997/98 school year based on school type,
location and socioeconomic status. Table 34 reports the ANOVA
summary for Hypothesis 28. This table contains the results of
the F Ratio and the F Probability.
According to Table 34, the F value is .342 and the
F Probability is .354. In view of the fact that the critical
acceptance level is .05, the probability level seems in¬
sufficient. A decision is, therefore, made to accept the
null. As a result, there is no significant difference in
parental participation between the School of Excellence award
year and 1997/98 school year based on school type, location,
and socioeconomic status.
TABLE 34.—ANOVA Table for Parental Participation Based on
School Type, Location and Socioeconomic Status 1994/95 &
1997/98 School Years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 2 4523 2234 .342 .354
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Within groups 8 5542 1991
Total 10 10065 4225
♦Significant at p = .05
Hypothesis 29. There is no significant difference in
coimnunity participation between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1997/98 school year. Table 35 is a
summary of the ANOVA result for Hypothesis 29. The table
contains the results of the F Ratio and the F Probability.
Table 35.—ANOVA Summary Table for Community Participation
for 1994/95 & 1997/98 School Years








Between groups 2 4498 3241 .364 .457
Within groups 3 5112 2513
Total 5 9610 5754
♦Significant at p = .05
Table 35 shows that the F ratio is .364. The Probability
value is .457. This probability value is not significant at
the .05 level needed to reject the null. That being the case,
the difference in community participation between the School
of Excellence award year and 1997/98 school year is not
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significant.
Hypothesis 30. There is no significant difference in
community participation between the School of Excellence
award year (1994/95) and 1997/98 school year based on school
type, school location, and socioeconomic status. Table 36
presents a summary of the ANOVA for Hypothesis 30. This table
contains the results of the F Ratio and the F Probability.
TABLE 36.—ANOVA Summary for Community Participation Based on
School Type, Location & Socioeconomic Status 1994/95 &
1997/98 School Years
Source df Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 5 1123 865 .456 .490
Within groups 9 4455.2 276.1
Total 14 5578.2 1141.1
Significant at P = .05
On Table 36, the F Ratio is .456, and the F Prob¬
ability is .490. The Probability value is less than the signi¬
ficant value of .05 needed to reject the null. Therefore,
there is no significant difference in community participation
between the School of Excellence award year and 1994/95
school year based on school type, location and socioeconomic
status.
Summary
This chapter has presented the statistical analyses
of data as they relate to the research questions and hypo-
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theses. All the null hypotheses were accepted. This implied
that there were no significant differences between the School




This chapter presents a summary of the findings and
conclusions drawn from the findings. This is followed by a
discussion of the implications. Recommendations are given
based on the result of the findings and the implications.
The purpose of this study was to determine if
recognition of a school as a School of Excellence resulted in
sustained improvement of that school. The improvement
variables identified for this study were academic achieve¬
ment, student attendance, teacher professional development,
parental participation, and community participation. Thirty
research questions and hypotheses were developed to test the
relationship between the schools' year of the School of
Excellence award of 1994/95 and the subsequent years up to
1997/98.
The aforementioned variables were examined in terms
of the moderating variables of school type, school location,
and socioeconomic status. The hypotheses were stated in null
form. Data were primarily analyzed by means of ANOVA and





All the 30 null hypotheses were accepted, since
there was no significance found at the .05 level. This
in^lied that the schools that were named Schools of Excel¬
lence neither regressed nor improved significantly with
respect to academic achievement, student attendance, teacher
professional development, parental participation, and
community participation for the three years covered in this
research. Further analysis of the data in terms of the
moderating variables also did not yield any significance at
the .05 level for the three years covered in the study.
Conclusion
This study found that the 1994/95 Schools of
Excellence maintained the following performance levels which
helped them to receive the award: academic achievement,
student attendance, teacher professional development,
parental participation, and community participation. The
moderating variables did not affect their maintained
in^rovement statuses. There were no significant in^rove-
ments made by these schools.
It can be concluded from these findings that the
School of Excellence award has helped these schools to
maintain their performance levels but not to improve beyond
these levels. So, these schools have not sustained their
in^rovements. The findings applied to all the Schools of
Excellence, not withstanding their location, school type or
socioeconomic status.
The results of this study do not necessarily
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support other studies that suggest that awards and re¬
cognitions encourage organizations to continue to improve
(Tomas 1996, Gines 1998}. The findings in terms of the
moderating variables are also not in keeping with most
current studies. Caldwell (1996) found that socioeconomic
status made a difference in school organization improvements.
Ottinger (1998), Parkay (1997), Yeo (1997) suggested that
urban schools had too many social and economic problems that
impeded their progress. However, Bikel (1995) found that in
rural schools, parents were isolated from their children's
schools by poverty. These parents were too busy with the task
of finding jobs. Rutherford (1995) posited that improvements
in the elementary schools were easier because elementary
school children did not encounter the transition and social
problems that characterized middle and high schools.
In view of the incompatibility of the findings of this
study with most other studies, a more extensive study could
produce a different result.
Implications
The goal of the SOE program is to increase academic
achievement of the schools through recognition of outstanding
schools, provide a self-evaluation model for the schools, and
promote effective schooling information sharing within each
school and among the different schools. This study found that
the 1995 Schools of Excellence reached the goal of increasing
and maintaining academic improvement, student attendance,
teacher professional development, parental participation, and
community participation for the three years covered in the
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research. However/ having attained this level of performance/
there have been no further variations in performances. This
in^lies that the designation of School of Excellence is a
motivating factor in maintaining satisfactory performance. It
is not clear/ however/ if the designation would maintain
motivation beyond the three years covered in the study. This
being the case/ it is questionable whether the program is an
excellent school improvement project. After all a school
improvement project is supposed to improve a school and not
just maintain performance levels. This is more so when it is
considered that despite major school improvement projects
like the School Of Excellence programs/ Georgia students
still lag behind in academic achievement.
Results from interviews with some personnel of
some Schools of Excellence provided a clue to the schools'
improvement status. According to the interviewees/ the
program brought the communities of the various schools
together and familiarized them with information on effective
schooling. It is, therefore, likely that this knowledge
affected the organizational cultures of the schools and
helped them maintain their improvements and remain at those
improvement levels.
One of the criteria for receiving the award is that
a school must have improved in student achievement for three
consecutive years. Perhaps individuals have become so
accustomed to the set performance level that they do nothing
to vary the outcome. They have become accustomed to a
particular way of performance and are sure of the results of
that performance. Unfortunately, this level of performance
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may not be the best of which the school is capable and
therefore, over time might render the school stagnant. It is
possible that a school makes this improvement and still does
not excel academically. Findings from this study suggest that
the schools sustained their performance. But some schools
need to improve further.
Moreover, according to Tomas (1996) no organ¬
ization is so good that it cannot improve. These facts should
be taken into consideration by the School of Excellence team
and educational administrators as they adjust the criteria
for achieving and retaining the award.
Also, it should be considered that the findings of
this study do not agree with most other findings. It is not
therefore, ruled out that another study with a broader
population and more extensive years could produce a different
result.
Recommendations
Based on this study, the following recommendations are
made:
1. The School of Excellence team should incorporate the
criterion for continuous improvements for the award. In
essence, a school should be removed from the School of
Excellence list, if the school remains stagnant or regresses.
2. Currently, only one school from each school level in
a district receives the award. Provisions should be made for
as many schools as meet the criteria for the award to be
recognized. This would provide more motivation to the various
schools to strive to be recognized.
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3. A broader study that would cover more years and more
Schools of Excellence is recommended.
Summary
The Schools of Excellence examined in this study
did not show significant changes at the .05 level in academic
achievement, student attendance, teacher professional
development, parental participation, and community partici¬
pation. There were also no significant differences in the
moderating variables of school type, location, and socio¬
economic status. The Schools of Excellence, however, did
reach the goal of the program, which is, to sustain the
schools' performance. But it is uncertain whether the Schools
of Excellence would maintain these improvements beyond the
three years studied. It was recommended that the School of
Excellence team incorporate the criterion for continuous
improvement for the award, raise the criteria for academic
achievement for the award, and make provisions for as many
schools as meet the criteria to be granted the award.
APPENDIX
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
Enclosed in this section are samples of Georgia
School Report Cards and Council for School Performance. These




Houston County: Tabor MS
COUNCBL FOR SCHOOL PERFORMANCE MTODLE SCHOOL PERFORMANCE REPORT(1995-96)
This performance report provides information that can be used for school improvement and accoimtability.
Please note thefollowing:
1. Indicators and comparisons are not equally meaningful to every school. Use your judgement on the importance
ofany given indicator or comparison.
2. The method of clustering has changed. This year's stars should not be compared to last year's.
3. More stars or checks means better perfonnance relative to similar schools or the entire state. For indicators
where lower scores are desirable, such as dropout rates, more stars or checks mean lower dropout rates.
4. Comparisons are not possible if data aremissing or ifnumbers are too small to maintain student confidentiality.
5. Scores for racial and gender gaps are shown by percentage point differences (white % minus black % or male %
minus female %). Scores closer to zero are better (smaller gaps).




Schools m the top 20% ot
similar schools





Schools m the top 40% ot
similar schools
School IS m top 40% m
Georgia
Improved more than 5%
points in this year
★★★
Schools m the middle
range of similar schools
✓✓✓ School is m the middle
range in Georgia
Declinedmore than 2%
points in diis year
★ ★
Schools m the lower 40%
of similar schools
✓✓ School IS in lower 40% m
Georgia
Declmed more than !>%
points in this year
★
Schools m the lower 20%
of similar schools
✓ School IS m lower 20^0 m
Georgia
Fertbrmance withm 2%
points of last year's
NC
No companson on this
indicator
TFC Too few cases to report ♦
Performance comparison
not possible
Note Community indicators initalics DNR Data not reported













1. Percent of iith graders scormg above the
national average on NRTs in Reading
45.4% 51.5%
★ ★ ★★ ✓✓✓
2. Percent ot 8th graders scormg above the
national average on NRTs in Math
49% 51.9%
★★★★★
i. Racial gap of 8th graders scormg above the
national average in Reading'S’
36.5 26.5 NC
★★★ ✓✓✓
4. Racial gap ot 8th graders scormg above the
national average in Math'S*
33.3 34.9 NC
★ ★ ★★ ✓✓✓
b. Percent ot 8th graders scormg m the top
quarter on NRTs in Math
20.8% 23.1% t
D. Racial gap ot 8th graders scormg m the top
quarter on NRTs in Math'S*
22.0 TFC NC
★ ★★★★














lU. Percent ol iitb graders meetmg state goal ot
CBAs in Social Studies
41% 44% NC
★ ★ ★ ★ ★
11. Percent ot 8th graders scormg at/above the
quality standard on CBAs in Madi
38% 49%
★ ★★★
IZ. Percent ot 8tb graders sconng at/above the
quality standard on CBAs in Science
2% 3.0%
★ ★ ★ ✓✓✓
li. Percent ot 8th graders completmg basic














1. Percent of students two or more years
overage in 8th grade-j)’
4.3% 4.1% t
★ ✓✓
2. Racial gap ot students two or more years
overage in 8th grade'll’
-1.7 -5.9 NC
★ ★★★★
3. Percent ofmiddle school students nussmg
10 or more days in a year’ll’
35.6% 29.4% ♦
indicator | (Jeorgia Median | Your School
i hACHLK EDuOAilON AisiD fROPESSIONAi. dEVELOTME'N i
1. Percent ot teachers with a master's degree or higher i)0% 57.5%
2. Percent ot teachers teaching out ot tieid at least one class per dayu- 0% uif%
3. Percent ot statt development hours on school miprovement plan 3T77% 011%
4. Percent ot teachers m statt development above the 10 plannmg days 5?i:45% 71.2%
5. Statt development hours per teacher on curriculum 7.5 3.3
6. Statt development hours per teacher on collaboration 2.6 0.9
7. Statt development hours per teacher on technology 4.6 0.4
8. Statt development hours per teacher on instructional strategies 5.9 5:5
indicator Cieorgia Median | YourSSchool
vSt.'ilOOL SALL'l Y - L!)A1 A POK (i.races 6-8
1. Percent ot students with dnig or alcohol violations •9’ 0,3% 0.1%
2. Percent ot students with violence violations ■S' 733% 0%
3. Percent ot students with weapons violations ■!)■ o% 03%
4. Percent ot students with destruction of school property violations’ll’ 03% 03%
3. tn-school suspensions as a percent ot total suspensions 71.4% mj%
6. Percent ot tnbunal reterrals placed m alternative schools 667% 90%
7. Number ot students expelled per 100 students enrolled ■S’ 0.0 0.0
Indicator Cieorgia Median Your School
P.AKLN'l AL .AND C'OMiViUNri V PAR l JCiFAllC7N
1. Hours ojpublic or not-Jor-propt agency involvement 124.0
2. Voluntary hours by business or communitypartnership members mni 25771
3. Average number ol parent-teacher conterences per student 1.1 2.1
4. Average number ot parent-teacher verbal contacts per student 3.0 5.1
AN X iNDR A ILS i Ht SCHOOL PRUVIDLS
3. Parent/caregiver school advisory group
6. Parent/caregiver-teacher homework hotlines
7. Parent-teacher conterences durmg school X
8. Parent-teacher conterences betdre/atter school X
9. Parent-teacher conterences at parent's work site
lU. Parent-teacher conterences parent's house
11. TVrrangements tor parent-teacher telephone contacts at school X
l2. Betore school programs
■ "
X
13. Alter school programs
14. Summer school programs X
13. (Jommumty use ot school buildmgs X
16. Commumty use ot grounds
■■
X
The mission of the Council for School Performance is to provide impartial and accurate information so that
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